











Community school initiatives

Community school initiatives are another tool used
by school officials to address absenteeism. Students
and families are connected to a broad range of
services, including food and clothing assistance,
mental health treatment, and academic enrichment,
through community school initiatives, which aim to
meet the educational, physical, and emotional needs
of economically disadvantaged students, families,
and communities.

On OREA surveys, 60 principals (13 percent) and
26 attendance supervisors (26 percent) stated they
have used community school initiatives to address

Telemedicine or telehealth services

Telemedicine or telehealth services also provide
students with access to healthcare at school and
may keep them in attendance for more of the day.
Telemedicine services have grown in popularity

in recent years not only in rural communities with
limited access to hospitals and clinics but also

in schools. Telemedicine services enable school
nurses to consult with a doctor to treat more complex
student health conditions while remaining onsite at
the school.

On OREA surveys, 105 principals (23 percent) and
21 attendance supervisors (20 percent) stated their
schools have telemedicine services available for
students.

student attendance in their schools.
TCA 56-7-1002 requires school clinics using such
services to be staffed by a healthcare services
provider and held to the same regulations as
traditional medical services.

Communities in Schools (CIS)

One community school model operating on a

national level is Communities in Schools (CIS). A

nonprofit organization founded in 1977, CIS was serving 1.56 million students in 2,300 schools nationwide
as of 2018. CIS first came to Tennessee in 2012, beginning with a pilot program in four Nashville schools
before expanding to Memphis in 2014. As of the 2019-20 school year, CIS has expanded to 17 schools in
Metro Nashville and 27 schools in Shelby County and the Achievement School District. While the national
organization (including CIS of Memphis) focuses primarily on students at risk of dropping out of school,
CIS of Tennessee chose to focus on chronic absenteeism.» Over the past year, CIS of Tennessee has shifted its
focus to address more explicitly whole child needs, including social and emotional development, basic needs
supports, and more, all of which are contributors to chronic absenteeism.

CIS hires, trains, and pays for a site coordinator at each of its 38 partner schools in Tennessee.*” (The principal
at each CIS partner school may provide input in the final phase of the site coordinator hiring process.)

When beginning work at a partner school, CIS site coordinators conduct a needs assessment, collect data,
interview school officials, recognize what the school is doing well, and identify issues that may lead to chronic
absenteeism. They then work with school staff to write a school support plan that includes a road map of
services the site coordinator will ensure are provided over the course of the school year.

The CIS model involves three levels of services that site coordinators tailor to fit the needs of their schools. All
Tier 1 services are available to every student, and these services address issues that are associated with student
absenteeism, such as lack of clothing, food, and health checkups and screenings. In Tier 2, site coordinators
build caseloads of 10 percent of the student body (up to 50 students) who have been identified as high risk
and work with them in small groups based on their specific needs (e.g., grief support, tutoring, etc.). Students
in Tier 3 receive more individualized supports aimed at removing their specific barriers to attending school.

CIS has reported successful results in some schools. For example, the organization points to a decrease in the
absenteeism rate from 24 percent to 7 percent at Wooddale Middle School, an Achievement School District
charter school in Memphis, in 2017 following the implementation of various incentives designed to increase
student attendance. In 2018-19, 13 of the 17 CIS schools in Nashville reduced their schoolwide chronic
absenteeism rate by at least 2 percent.

A5 CIS of Tennessee and CIS of Memphis operate independently of one another, with CIS of Tennessee managing all CIS schools outside of Memphis.
AT See Appendix D for a list of CIS partner schools.
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Following a 2019 report by the Tennessee Educational Equality Coalition (TEEC) that argued Tennessee’s
rural schools are overlooked relative to their urban counterparts, the General Assembly appropriated funding
to assist with an expansion of the CIS model to the state’s rural areas, specifically to 15 economically distressed
counties. (The General Assembly appropriated $4.5 million in grant funding, to be awarded in annual
installments of $1.5 million for three years, beginning with the 2019-20 school year.) CIS site coordinators
have been placed in 23 high schools within the 15 selected counties, as shown in Exhibit 57.

Exhibit 57: Communities in Schools - Rural Expansion

West Middle East
Hardeman County Bledsoe County Cocke County
Bolivar Central HS Bledsoe County HS Cocke County HS

Middleton HS Clay County Cosby HS
Lake County Clay County HS Hancock County
Lake County HS Fentress County Hancock County HS
Lauderdale County Clarkrange HS Morgan County
Halls HS Alvin C. York Institute Wartburg Central HS
Ripley HS Grundy County Coalfield School
McNairy County Grundy County HS Oakdale School
McNairy Central HS Jackson County Sunbright School
Adamesville Senior HS Jackson County HS Scott County
Wayne County Van Buren County Scott HS
Wayne County HS Van Buren County HS

Note: Perry County ranked in the top 15 economically distressed counties in Tennessee for 2019 but was not included because of the support provided to students in
Perry County Schools through the Ayers Foundation; Wayne County was selected for the CIS grant in place of Perry County.

School districts choose whether to share data with CIS, and all but a few schools in the rural expansion
allowed full data access for the CIS coordinators. The remaining coordinators were able to periodically
procure data from school employees. The overall goal for the first year of the program (the 2019-20 school
year) was that chronic absenteeism would be reduced by 2 percent in each participating high school. A CIS
representative stated that while the attendance of case-managed students did improve, most schools did
not improve their overall attendance due to data limitations and challenges resulting from the COVID-19
pandemic. When Tennessee schools closed, CIS pivoted from the school buildings to providing critical
support remotely. Using informal needs assessments collected from families, CIS identified the social,
emotional, and physical needs of students and worked to address them in a variety of ways (e.g., securing
housing for homeless families, delivering food and other supplies to homes, and connecting families with
mental healthcare providers). Moving forward, CIS plans to measure and report on the socioemotional and
basic needs services they provide in addition to attendance.

Other forms of student outreach

Coffee County Schools uses a program called “Check In/Check Out.” Through this program, students who
are at risk for chronic absenteeism are assigned teacher mentors with whom they meet every day. Students
check in with their mentors in the morning and check out with them in the afternoon. These check-ins
provide participating students with a predictable source of one-on-one daily interactions with a mentor
who cares about them. Students may reveal personal issues that contribute to missing school through these
interactions, which school officials may be able to then address.
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Discipline

School officials may use various disciplinary measures in their efforts to improve student attendance. The
loss of field trip or other privileges, as well as the use of in-school suspensions and detention during lunch or
after school are the most common disciplinary measures used to address attendance issues, based on survey
responses from principals. (See Exhibit 58.) Imposing a loss of field trip privileges (or establishing good
attendance as a condition for field trip participation) was rated somewhat effective or effective more often than
other disciplinary measures.

Exhibit 58: Use and effectiveness of disciplinary measures for attendance issues within the
last five years (n=545)
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Source: OREA survey of principals, December 2019.

Elementary-aged children are usually truant for different reasons than older students, and parents typically
bear more responsibility when younger students miss school. For this reason, school officials usually do

not employ punitive measures against younger students who repeatedly miss school, focusing instead on
intervening with parents. According to OREA surveys, principals increase their use of disciplinary measures as
students get older. For example, 67 percent of high school principals indicated using in- school suspension as
a penalty for poor attendance compared to 36 percent of middle school principals and 8 percent of elementary
principals. For each disciplinary measure presented on the survey, usage was significantly higher among
principals with older students.

Change in use of out-of-school suspension since chronic absenteeism measured

Some districts and schools have reduced the use of out-of-school suspension in recent years. Students are
marked as absent while serving an out-of-school suspension, which means these missed days count toward the
chronic absenteeism rate used for district and school accountability. On the OREA survey of principals, half
of respondents stated their use of out-of-school suspension has decreased since chronic absenteeism was added
to the accountability system. Thirty-five percent of principals, however, indicated there has been 70 change in
their use of out-of-school suspension during this period.
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Exhibit 59: Changes in use of out-of-school suspension since chronic absenteeism measured
(n=479)
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Source: OREA survey of principals, December 2019.

Student attendance and COVID-19

In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the General Assembly passed Public Chapter 652 (2020), which
cancelled the TN Ready testing for the 2019-20 school year and specified that no penalty against schools,
teachers, and students on certain accountability measures would result from the cancellation. The law also
waived the state mandate of 180 instructional days.

In advance of the 2020-21 school year, numerous Tennessee districts submitted hundreds of requests to the
Tennessee Department of Education for one-year waivers to state mandates, including many related to student
attendance. Three districts requested that chronic absenteeism accountability be waived for the year, and the
department recommended that these requests be denied by the State Board, stating there was no state law or
rule to be waived. Because district and school accountability for chronic absenteeism rates is a component of
Tennessee’s approved plan for meeting the requirements of the federal Every Student Succeeds Act, any waiver
would instead be granted by the U.S. Department of Education.
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Conclusions

Variation in policies and practices at the district and school
levels, especially for parent notes and conversion absences,
results in the inconsistent classification of absences as excused
or unexcused across the state.

State law specifies three circumstances for which absences must be excused (court appearances, visitation with
a military parent, and working as an election official).»»» Beyond those circumstances, each district determines
through its own policies whether an absence will be excused. In addition, some districts grant principals
discretion to set the attendance policy for their school. In these cases, a school’s attendance policy regarding
unexcused absences and other attendance matters may differ among schools within the same district.

Local variation is particularly pronounced with parent note policies and conversion absence policies. This
variation means absences classified as unexcused in one district may be classified as excused in another district;
thus, a student who has been absent for five days might be considered truant in one district (all five absences
are unexcused and the PTIP is initiated, which may result in possible court involvement), but not in another
(two of the five absences are unexcused, while the other three absences are excused).

For example, District A may allow more parent notes (or set no limit on the number of parent notes) while
District B may allow relatively few parent notes (e.g., five notes per semester). Continuing with the example,
after five parent notes have been supplied to excuse five absences in District B, any additional absences will

be recorded as unexcused. In District A, however, a student may have few if any missed days recorded as
unexcused if a parent note has been provided. This situation makes comparing district truancy rates, which are
based on the number of unexcused absences, problematic. In districts where principals have discretion to set
their own attendance policies, the challenge of analyzing truancy rates is even greater given possible variation
among schools in the same district.

Even tracking unexcused absences in the same district over time can prove problematic without knowing
whether the district’s parent note policy changed over the time period examined. Some districts represented
in OREA surveys and interviews indicated they were in the process of changing their parent note policies to
allow fewer notes per year in an effort to curb what they considered excessive use by parents. Other districts
are considering no longer allowing parent notes, at least at certain grade levels.

AU All research, including survey data, reflects procedures and policies in place prior to the COVID-19 pandemic.
AV See page 7 for further explanation.
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Exhibit 60: Local variation with the progressive truancy intervention plan

Local Variation with the
Progressive Truancy Intervention Plan
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Parent note policies

Parent notes are provided by parents to excuse their child’s absence from school for such reasons as illnesses
that do not require a visit to the doctor, family emergencies, and vacations. Parent notes are not explicitly
addressed in state law, SBE rule, or TDOE guidance; parent note policies and practices are instead entirely
determined at the district level (and in some cases at the school level).

According to OREA surveys, most districts allow five to 10 absences per year to be excused with parent notes.
The most common response given by attendance supervisors and principals to OREA’s survey was that five
parent notes are allowed per school year. The second most common response was 10 parent notes per school
year, with some of these districts setting a limit on the number allowed per semester (e.g., five parent notes per
semester). A small number of districts allow an unlimited number of parent notes, and some districts allow none.

Each district’s attendance policy determines whether parent notes to excuse absences will be accepted, the
circumstances under which parent notes will be accepted, and the number of parent notes allowed to excuse
absences. A district’s parent note policy may also differ by grade level, with some districts accepting fewer
parent notes to excuse the absences of students in the upper grades (i.e., high school students).

A bill introduced in the Tennessee General Assembly in 2012 included language limiting parent notes by
grade band (10 per year for grades K-5 and four per semester for grades 6-12) and requiring doctor or school
nurse notes for illnesses.»” The sponsor of the bill cited inconsistent policies across the state that result in
students being treated differently from district to district as one reason for the proposed legislation. According
to the bill’s fiscal note, the proposed changes would have increased truancy cases and resulted in more
educational neglect investigations performed by the Department of Children’s Services, increasing costs.»
School districts would also incur additional costs according to the fiscal note. Ultimately, the bill failed to
progress due in part to the fiscal note.

Connecticut addressed local variation in parent note policies by requiring all schools to follow a uniform
policy. In 2011, the Connecticut General Assembly passed legislation requiring the State Board of Education
to define excused and unexcused absences. The state established two levels for excused absences based on the
number of days missed, with parent note policies differing by level. At Level 1, which covers a student’s first
nine absences, parents may submit notes to excuse absences for any reason. Starting with the tenth absence,
however, the student moves to Level 2, at which point absences are excused only for specified reasons,
including student illness (and only with a valid doctor’s note), observance of a religious holiday, or a death in
the family. Unless these criteria are met, the absence is classified as unexcused.»

Conversion absence policies

In addition to parent note policies, there is also variation in conversion absence policies across districts. Under
a conversion absence policy, a district converts a specified number of tardies and early dismissals into an
absence; for example, a district may assign a student one unexcused absence for every five unexcused tardies.
Conversion absence policies are not explicitly addressed in state law, SBE rule, or TDOE guidance; conversion
absence policies and practices are instead entirely determined at the district level (and in some cases at the
school level).

“¥1n addition to addressing parent notes, HB 3611 (2012) also defined unexcused absences, defined two classifications of truancy (habitually truant and chronically
truant), specified the conversion of five tardies/early dismissals to one absence, set and clarified the use of consequences for truant students and parents, and clarified
the definition of educational neglect.

“XThe bill’s fiscal note estimated that HB 3611 would result in 49 DCS cases not already in state custody to be taken into state custody. The increased load would
require the hiring of three new employees in addition to increased costs for housing expenditures.

A Absences for disciplinary reasons (e.g., out of school suspension) are also classified as unexcused.
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Opver half of attendance supervisors responding to an OREA survey indicated their districts allow conversion
absences either through district policy or through discretion given to principals at the school level. Most
districts and schools represented on the OREA surveys convert three to five unexcused tardies or early
dismissals to one unexcused absence. In these districts and schools, a student’s PTIP status may be determined
in part by the number of conversion absences.

Forty-three percent of attendance supervisors and 57 percent of principals who responded to the OREA
survey indicated conversion absences were not allowed in their districts, and that principals were not
allowed to institute such policies at the school-level. Some respondents stated a conversion absence policy
has not been adopted in their district or school because of local questions about the legality of the practice.
These respondents noted that the absence of any law addressing conversion absences has deterred the
implementation of such a policy in their districts.

Juvenile court judges who responded to OREA’s survey were split regarding conversion absences, with 12
judges that consider conversion absences when making decisions in truancy cases, 14 judges that do not, and
17 judges indicating that conversion absences may or may not be considered in truancy cases depending on
case specifics.

A bill introduced in the Tennessee General Assembly in 2012 included language specifying that five tardies/
early dismissals would convert to one absence, with the conversion absence classified as excused or unexcused
based on whether the converted tardies/early dismissals were excused or unexcused.™

Variation in local policies and practices and the inconsistent
classification of absences as excused or unexcused across

the state makes analyzing and comparing district truancy data
problematic. This prevented OREA from fully evaluating the
effectiveness of the progressive truancy intervention plan (PTIP).

As explained above, local variation in district and school policies and practices results in the inconsistent
classification of absences as excused or unexcused across the state. In addition to the inconsistent classification
of absences, the number of unexcused absences a student must have accrued to be considered truant also varies
by district.x

The state does not calculate truancy rates by district and school. TDOE collects attendance data from districts
several times each school year, and this data is used to calculate chronic absenteeism rates, which are based
on excused absences as well as unexcused absences, and for other attendance-related purposes. The unexcused
absence data is not, however, currently used to calculate truancy rates. In addition, state law does not define
« » . . . . <« » . .

truancy,” and there is no uniform definition of “unexcused absence” used by all districts.

Taken together, the differences among districts pose significant challenges to comparing district truancy

data, identifying promising initiatives to reduce truancy, and verifying the effectiveness of local policies and
practices. These issues also prevented OREA from fully evaluating the effectiveness of the PTIP because a
student’s number of unexcused absences determines (1) when the PTIP is first implemented, and (2) the pace
of a student’s progression through the PTIP tiers. State law requires all districts to implement the first tier of
the PTIP once a student accumulates at least five unexcused absences, but districts may implement the first

A% See pages 9-11 for more information on conversion absences.

BATwo juvenile court judges commented that they do not interpret state law as allowing conversion absences to count in truancy cases.

B8]n addition to language addressing the conversion of tardies/early dismissals to an absence, HB 3611 (2012) also defined unexcused absences, defined two
classifications of truancy (habitually truant and chronically truant), set a parent note policy, set and clarified the use of consequences for truant students and parents,
and clarified the definition of educational neglect.

BC See pages 6-8 for more information on how policy variations impact whether a student is classified as truant.
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tier earlier. Nearly a third of attendance supervisors who responded to OREA’s survey indicated Tier 1 begins

at three unexcused absences in their districts.™ Students in these districts may be considered truant (for PTIP
purposes) at three unexcused absences and, as a result, may progress to the higher PTIP tiers and possible
referral to juvenile court based on a lower or higher total number of unexcused absences than students in other
districts.” In addition, in some districts, principals use their discretion to begin implementation of the PTIP at
a different threshold than district policy; 12 percent of principal respondents to the OREA survey indicated that
their schools start the PTIP either earlier or later than what is specified by their district, adding further variation.

Variation at the court level

If the interventions implemented or initiated by schools and districts through the PTIP are ineffective in
addressing a student’s truancy, the student and the student’s parents must be referred to juvenile court.
Truancy-related court referrals and the outcomes of truancy cases are important measures of the PTIP’s
effectiveness, but the degree of variation among juvenile courts in the tracking of truancy cases is another
barrier to fully evaluating the PTIP. Responses to OREA’s survey of juvenile court judges indicated courts
differ in how truancy cases and offenses are classified and tracked.” For example, a single truancy case in one
court might include multiple truancy offenses. In another court, however, the same number of truancy offenses
might be recorded as multiple truancy cases (e.g., two truancy offenses would be recorded as a single truancy
case in one court, while two truancy offenses in another court would be recorded as two truancy cases).

Qualitative data used by OREA to evaluate the PTIP

Given all the challenges described above, OREA turned to qualitative data (e.g., interviews, surveys) to

gauge school and court officials’ perceptions of PTIP effectiveness and various truancy-related trends, such as
progression through the tiers and referrals to juvenile court. Sixty-eight percent of attendance supervisors and
65 percent of principals rated the PTIP as somewbhat effective at preventing future unexcused absences among

their students.

Regarding perceptions of the number of students referred to juvenile court, the most common response from
attendance supervisors, selected by 41 respondents (40 percent), was that the number of court referrals for
truancy in their districts had significantly decreased after one full year of PTIP implementation. Most principals
who responded to the survey, however, perceived no change in the number of court referrals. An almost even
percentage of respondents (29 percent of attendance supervisors and 27 percent of principals) indicated

that court referrals had slightly decreased since the implementation of the PTIP. Most juvenile court judges
who responded to OREA's survey reported a decrease in their truancy caseload after one full year of PTIP
implementation in school districts, with the majority reporting a slight to significant decrease in truancy cases.

State law does not address whether the PTIP should restart each
school year for all students.

The majority of districts represented on the OREA attendance supervisor survey restart the PTIP each school
year for all students regardless of a student’s attendance history the previous school year (i.e., a student who
reached Tier 3 of the PTIP the previous school year will begin the next school year with zero unexcused
absences).* Some attendance supervisors stated they interpret state law as requiring that the PTIP tiers restart
for all students, and a few indicated the juvenile court judge who hears their school district’s truancy cases
interprets state law as requiring that the PTIP restart for all students.

BDThe actual implementation of the PTIP in some districts occurs later than called for in local policy, however. Reasons for delayed PTIP implementation noted by
survey respondents included problems scheduling PTIP meetings, uncooperative parents, and a lack of manpower and resources.

BETwenty-seven principals indicated their school’s threshold for Tier 1 is six unexcused absences. State law requires that Tier 1 be implemented once a student accrues
five unexcused absences.

BF Fifteen judges (39 percent of survey respondents) were unsure if and how truancy data is tracked in their court. One judge indicated that truancy data is not
tracked in their court.

BG Some districts and schools that restart the PTIP for all students may expedite the PTIP process for some students, especially those who reached Tier 3 of the PTIP
or that remain under a truancy-related court order.
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But 11 percent of attendance supervisors who responded indicated their districts do not always restart the
PTIP for all students. Some students in these districts may instead begin a new school year by continuing with
wherever they left off with the PTIP process at the close of the previous school year.

TDOE guidance is for districts to restart the tiers of the PTIP for all students at the beginning of each new
school year.

State chronic absenteeism rates have remained steady since
chronic absenteeism was first included as an accountability
measure on the State Report Card.

In 2017, there were 134,675 chronically absent students in Tennessee, accounting for 13.6 percent of the
total K-12 student population. The statewide rate of chronic absenteeism remained steady over the following
two years, dropping slightly to 13.3 percent in 2018 (the first year chronic absenteeism was included as an
accountability measure on the State Report Card), and to 13.1 percent in 2019. (Chronic absenteeism rates
were not calculated in 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic.)

Most Tennessee schools have modest to significant chronic absenteeism based on categories created by
Attendance Works, a national nonprofit. If these categories are used, around 670 schools had a chronic
absenteeism rate in the significant category, with rates between 10 and 19.9 percent, from 2017 to 2019.
Around 550 schools per year had modest chronic absenteeism rates of between 5 and 9.9 percent. The fewest
number of schools fell into the more acute categories, with approximately 100 schools at the level of extreme
chronic absenteeism (30 percent or higher) and approximately 167 schools with /igh chronic absenteeism (20-
29.9 percent) during the three-year time frame.

Students who are economically disadvantaged and students with
disabilities are more likely to be chronically absent than their
peers.

Between the 2017 and 2019 school years, the percentage of economically disadvantaged students who
were chronically absent was 20.9, as compared to 9.3 percent of students not economically disadvantaged.
Attendance supervisors and principals who responded to OREA’s survey indicated factors such as a lack
of basic resources (food, clothing, and shelter), frequent changes of address, and a lack of transportation
negatively affect the school attendance of economically disadvantaged students.

During this same time frame, students with disabilities were nearly 1.45 times more likely to be chronically
absent than students without disabilities. According to attendance supervisors and principals, these students
tend to miss more school because of physical or mental limitations that hinder their ability to navigate the
typical school day. These students may also miss school more often than their peers because of frequent
doctor’s appointments.

Examining chronic absenteeism rates by minority group shows Black students had higher chronic absenteeism

rates than either White or Hispanic students during the 2017, 2018, and 2019 school years. Hispanic students
were chronically absent at a lower rate than both Black and White students during this period.
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High school students, especially seniors, are more likely to be
chronically absent than students in other grades.

High school students had the highest rate of chronic absenteeism in 2017, 2018, and 2019. During this time
frame, nearly half of all chronically absent students in Tennessee were in high school. As students progress
from freshman to senior year, the likelihood of chronic absenteeism increases. On average, 25 percent of high
school seniors were chronically absent compared to about 15 percent of freshmen.

Attendance supervisors and principals who responded to OREA’s surveys and participated in interviews for
this project explained that it becomes especially difficult to encourage school attendance among high school
students once they reach age 18. High school students in Tennessee are not legally required to attend school
after reaching age 18. Because these students are not required to attend school, they can no longer be classified
as truant and are no longer subject to the PTIP interventions, though they are still factored into the chronic
absenteeism rates of their schools and districts. Some school officials recommended the state’s compulsory
education laws be extended to include 18-year-olds, expressing frustration that their districts and schools are
penalized for the absences of students who are legally no longer required to attend school.

In some states, the compulsory education laws apply to students who are 18 or older. The compulsory
education laws in Texas apply to students through age 19, and students who are 18 in Kentucky can still be
classified as truant.

Accountability for chronic absenteeism and for truancy are
different. Districts and schools are held accountable for
chronic absenteeism rates, while students and parents are held
accountable for truancy rates.

Districts and schools are graded based on their chronic absenteeism rates, but truancy rates are not part of

the state’s K-12 accountability system for districts and schools.” For students and parents, however, there are
consequences attached to truancy status, such as possible referral to juvenile court. By contrast, school officials
cannot refer students to juvenile court based on chronic absenteeism status alone or based on a student’s
number of excused absences.

The focus on chronic absenteeism has also caused some school officials to change their policies and practices
for parent notes and doctor’s notes, both of which are used to excuse student absences. On the OREA surveys
of attendance supervisors and principals, most respondents indicated that common physical illness was the
most likely contributor to the chronic absenteeism of their students. All absences, regardless of reason, factor
into the chronic absenteeism rate that districts and schools are graded on, and some school officials took
exception to being held accountable for medical-related absences in certain cases. In response, some districts
and schools have set limits on the number of parent notes that can be used to excuse absences for illness,
requiring doctor’s notes for some or all medical-related absences. Other districts have asked healthcare
providers in their area to change their doctor’s note policies to encourage school attendance, such as by
specifying on the note that a student should return to school after the medical appointment, if applicable,
rather than miss the entire day of school.” Not all healthcare providers may wish to change their practices in
response to school officials’ requests, however. Ensuring that school district communications about student
absenteeism and doctor’s note practices reach all healthcare providers, especially in urban areas of the state
with a substantial number of providers to contact, can be a challenge for school officials.

B8 Tn accordance with the state’s ESSA plan, all Tennessee schools and districts receive a grade on the State Report Card for chronic absenteeism in the form of the
Chronically Out of School Indicator. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, these indicator scores were not issued for the 2019-20 school year.

BIOREA did not identify any districts or schools that place a limit on the number of doctor’s notes that can be used to excuse a student’s absence.

B Some doctor’s offices limit the number of notes they will provide to certain students (i.e., those considered to have obtained an excessive number of notes).
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The relatively recent emphasis on chronic absenteeism and establishment of the Chronically Out of School
Indicator used for district and school accountability has also prompted some districts to use a PTIP-type
process for chronically absent students. While the student may not be referred to court for excused absences,
the interventions used in the PTIP could address the barriers faced by chronically absent students as well as
truant students. A student with anxiety or depression who brings in parent notes to excuse missed school days
could benefit from the therapeutic components of the PTID, for example.

Confusion exists among some school officials about how to use
alternative attendance plans for qualified students as part of an
IEP or Section 504 plan.

Students who miss a large number of school days due to chronic illness and frequent doctor visits may
qualify for an alternative attendance plan as part of an IEP or Section 504 plan. Students with an alternative
attendance plan remain enrolled and are counted as present in their school’s student information system for
the days or time they are allowed to miss; thus, these students do not become chronically absent or truant for
the approved days missed.

Although most school officials who responded to OREA surveys are aware of alternative attendance plans, a
quarter of principals who responded were unaware of this option for qualified students. Even school officials
who are aware may not implement the option correctly. Over half of principals and approximately 17 percent
of attendance supervisors who registered on the survey that they were aware of such plans indicated students
who were on the plans were counted as absent for the time they missed.” TDOE indicates that students on an
alternative attendance plan should instead be counted as present for the time they miss.»

Policy options

The General Assembly may wish to require additional reporting by
districts and schools of PTIP data and other attendance-related
data.

There is a considerable degree of variation among districts and schools regarding PTIP implementation, parent
note policies, conversion absence policies, and other attendance-related matters.» School officials have used
the flexibility granted them by the state to tailor policies and procedures to fit local conditions, but the current
degree of variation among districts and schools poses significant challenges to analyzing truancy-related data,
such as truancy rates, and evaluating the PTIP. Enhanced reporting from districts and schools would provide
the data needed for this purpose. Additionally, more data would enable the state to better evaluate pilot
programs such as the rural expansion of Communities in Schools.

Districts already collect and report some attendance-related data to the state (e.g., unexcused absences, excused
absences, and chronic absenteeism rates), but the current level of reporting is inadequate for a sound analysis
and comparison of district truancy rates and a full evaluation of the PTIP. State law does not require school
officials to collect and report PTIP data at the school and district levels.

BETt is possible that some of these answers were the result of respondent error.
BL Students on an alternative attendance plan may be counted as absent if they do not abide by the specifications of the plan.
BM All research, including survey data, reflects procedures and policies in place prior to the COVID-19 pandemic.
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The General Assembly could require districts and schools to report the following information annually:

Number of unexcused absences required for Tier 1 of the PTIP

Districts (and schools in some cases) differ on the number of unexcused absences a student must accrue
before the PTIP is initiated. State law requires all districts to implement the first tier of the plan once a
student accumulates a# least five unexcused absences, but districts may implement the first tier earlier. Nearly
a third of attendance supervisors who responded to OREA’s survey indicated Tier 1 begins at #hree unexcused
absences in their districts, for example. In addition, in some districts, principals have discretion to begin
implementation of the PTIP at a different threshold from their district’s attendance policy; 12 percent of
principal respondents to the OREA survey indicated the unexcused absence threshold for triggering the PTIP
used in their school differed from that of their district.

Further, the points at which the successive tiers of the PTIP begin are determined in part by when the plan

is first initiated at Tier 1. For example, districts implement Tier 2 after a student violates the attendance
contract created during Tier 1, and if the student continues to accrue additional unexcused absences after Tier
2 has been reached, Tier 3 is then implemented. In districts and schools that begin Tier 1 at a lower level of
unexcused absences (e.g., three unexcused absences as opposed to five), students may progress to the higher
PTIP tiers and possible referral to juvenile court based on a lower or higher number of unexcused absences
than students in other districts.

Number of students who move through each tier of the PTIP

Districts and schools are not currently required to track the number of students who move through each tier
of the PTIP each school year. Over 60 percent of attendance supervisors and 50 percent of principals who
responded to OREA’s survey indicated this data is not tracked.=

Reporting the number of students who move through the PTIP tiers would provide useful data for evaluating
the effectiveness of the plan in reducing truancy and lowering the number of students referred to juvenile court.

Number of students referred to court for truancy and their number of unexcused absences

One reason for the PTIP’s creation was to reduce the number of students referred to court for truancy. To
measure the PTIP’s success at accomplishing this goal, schools could begin reporting the number of students
referred to court for truancy each year and the number of unexcused absences accrued by such students.

Data on the number of unexcused absences accrued by students who are ultimately referred to court could
be compared to district PTIP thresholds to gauge how long it takes students to progress through the plan.
Even if districts specify a certain number of unexcused absences as a threshold for each tier in their policies,
students may accrue additional unexcused absences between each tier due to factors such as a lack of parent
cooperation with the implementation of the PTIP.

BN'The actual implementation of the PTIP in some districts occurs later than called for in local policy, however. Reasons for delayed PTIP implementation noted by
survey respondents included problems scheduling PTIP meetings, uncooperative parents, and a lack of manpower and resources.

B9 Thirty-seven attendance supervisors and 270 principals who completed the OREA surveys indicated they track the number of students by PTIP tier and provided
OREA with PTIP data for the 2018-19 school year. Data from these districts and schools shows that, in general, the number of students decreases at each successive
tier of the PTIP. A common theme in survey responses was that fewer students reach the higher PTIP tiers because of the amount of time required to complete the
lower-level ters.
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Number of times PTIP tiers were skipped due to lack of parent cooperation

State law allows school officials to refer truancy cases to juvenile court before completing the PTIP when
parents do not cooperate in the implementation of the plan. In addition to gauging the frequency of

this practice following the passage of a 2020 state law that clarified districts’ ability to skip PTIP tiers in
such circumstances, this data would provide more insight into the degree of parental involvement in plan
implementation.

Number of students in the PTIP based on absences from the previous school year

State law does not specify whether the PTIP should restart each school year for all students. Nearly 90 percent
of attendance supervisors on the OREA survey reported that their districts restart the PTIP for all students,
but the remaining respondents indicated this is not the case in their districts. In such cases, it is unclear the
extent to which a student’s truancy status is based on unexcused absences in the current school year versus
unexcused absences from the previous school year. Having districts report the number of students who are

in the PTIP based on unexcused absences from the previous school year would help produce a more precise
calculation of truancy rates.

Parent note policy

Knowledge of the parent note policy used in each district and school is essential for making sound comparisons
of truancy rates among districts and schools and fully evaluating the PTIP. More student absences will be
classified as unexcused in districts and schools with tighter limits on parent note policies. By contrast, fewer
student absences will be classified as unexcused in districts with minimal or no limits on parent notes.

Conversion absence policy

Knowledge of the conversion absence® policy used in each district and school is essential for making sound
comparisons of truancy rates among districts and schools and fully evaluating the PTIP. Students who are
frequently late to school or that leave early are more likely to enter the PTIP if they attend a school that
converts tardies and early dismissals to unexcused absences.

District conversion absence policies can also be considered when evaluating chronic absenteeism rates.
In districts that issue conversion absences and factor them into chronic absenteeism rates, the number of
chronically absent students may be higher than in districts that do not issue conversion absences.

In addition, the PTIP is relatively new: at the time of this report’s publication, only one year of attendance
data (for the 2018-19 school year) under the PTIP was available. Enhanced reporting over multiple years will
better position the state for an analysis of district truancy rates, including the identification and verification
of effective policies and practices, as well as a fuller evaluation of the PTIP’s effectiveness in reducing truancy
rates and lowering the number of court referrals.

The General Assembly may wish to clarify certain aspects of the
PTIP given confusion on the part of some districts, schools, and
juvenile courts.

Through interviews and surveys of school and court officials, OREA learned of opportunities to clarify certain

aspects of the PTIP. In some districts, school officials operate with certainty that a PTIP-related practice is
mandated by law, while school officials in other districts believe the same PTIP-related practice is not allowed.

B2 Conversion absences are absences that result from the accrual of a set number of tardies and/or early dismissals, as determined by district or school policy. See pages
9-11 for more information on conversion absences.
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The practice of restarting the PTIP each year for all students is one example. State law does not specify if the
PTIP is to be restarted at the beginning of each school year, and differences among districts regarding this
practice are based in part on how the law’s lack of specificity is interpreted. TDOE guidance is for districts to
restart the PTIP at the beginning of each new school year.

In other cases, such as when to begin the PTID, the General Assembly has expressly granted flexibility in

state law to school districts so that implementation of the PTIP can be tailored to local conditions. State

law requires all districts to implement the first tier of the PTIP once a student accumulates at least five
unexcused absences, but districts may implement the plan earlier. Some districts begin PTIP implementation
once a student accumulates three unexcused absences, for example. In these districts, students are therefore
considered truant (for PTIP purposes) at three unexcused absences and, as a result, may progress to the
higher tiers of the plan and possible referral to juvenile court based on a lower or higher number of unexcused
absences than students in districts and schools that begin the PTIP at five unexcused absences.

For other practices, the law is silent, and some local officials are unsure whether certain practices are allowed. For
example, the law does not refer to conversion absences, the practice of converting tardies and early dismissals to
an absence. Some districts convert tardies and early dismissals to absences while other districts do not.

The General Assembly recently clarified one aspect of the PTIP: whether districts may refer truancy cases to
juvenile court before completing the PTIP under certain conditions. A 2020 law clarifies that this practice is
allowed if parents are uncooperative. Before this law’s passage, however, some districts were uncertain whether
skipping PTIP tiers was permissible in such cases. Prior to passage of the 2020 law, a director of schools

could refer a student with continuing attendance problems to juvenile court prior to completing the PTIP

if documentation could be provided that the student’s parents were unwilling to participate in the PTIP.
Seventeen attendance supervisors and 168 principals who responded to OREA surveys nevertheless indicated
PTIP tiers had not been skipped in their district or school because they were unaware doing so was an option.
The 2020 law expressly states that school officials may refer truancy cases to court before all PTIP tiers are
completed in such cases and defines the term “uncooperative parents.”

The General Assembly could clarify other aspects of the PTID, including:

Restarting tiers for all students each year

Currently, state law does not explicitly state whether the PTIP must be restarted for all students at the
beginning of each school year, and local practices differ based on interpretations of the law. Most districts
represented on the OREA survey restart the PTIP for all students every year (i.e., all students start each school
year with zero unexcused absences), but 11 percent of attendance supervisors indicated their districts do not
always restart the plan for all students. Some students in these districts may instead begin a new school year by
continuing with wherever they left off with the PTIP at the close of the previous school year.

The General Assembly could amend state law to clarify whether restarting the PTIP at the beginning of a new
school year for all students (effectively starting all students with zero unexcused absences at the outset of each
school year) is permissive or mandatory.

Conversion absences

On the OREA survey of attendance supervisors, over half of respondents (each representing a different
district) indicated tardies/early dismissals are converted to absences in their district, either through a
districtwide policy that applies to all schools or a policy that delegates the decision to school principals.=» Some

BQConversion absences are absences that result from the accrual of a set number of tardies and/or early dismissals, as determined by district or school policy. See pages
9-11 for more information on conversion absences.
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survey respondents, however, stated a conversion absence policy has not been adopted in their district or
school because of local questions about the legality of the practice. These respondents noted that the absence
of any law expressly allowing conversion absences has deterred the implementation of such a policy in their
districts and schools.

The General Assembly could amend state law to clarify whether conversion absences are prohibited,
permissive, or mandatory. Further specification might also be provided as to the number of tardies or early
dismissals a student must have accrued to equal one conversion absence and how to classify conversion
absences (as excused or unexcused), or these decisions could be left to school districts.

The General Assembly may wish to make certain attendance-
related policies more uniform for all districts and schools.

A considerable degree of variation currently exists among districts and schools regarding parent notes and
conversion absences, neither of which is explicitly addressed in state law, SBE rule, or TDOE guidance. A bill
introduced in the General Assembly in 2012 addressed parent notes and conversion absences along with other
attendance-related matters. The sponsor of the bill cited inconsistent policies across the state that result in
students being treated differently from district to district as one reason for the proposed legislation.

Parent notes

The 2012 bill limited parent notes by grade band (10 per year for grades K-5, and four per semester for grades
6-12) and required doctor or school nurse notes for illnesses.

If the General Assembly were to address parent notes in state law, the following questions might be
considered:

1. How many parent notes would be allowed for excused absences per student each year?

2. Should parent notes excuse absences for any reason or will reasons be limited to those specified in law?

3. Should the parent note policy vary by grade band (e.g., fewer parent notes allowed for high school
students)?

4. Should a doctor’s note be required to excuse some or all absences, if any, for illness?

The state of Connecticut offers another option to consider if the General Assembly chooses to bring about
more uniformity in district and school attendance policies. In 2012, Connecticut created a two-level system
for excused and unexcused absences used by all the state’s schools. At the first level, a student may excuse up
to nine absences by submitting a parent note for any reason deemed acceptable by their parents. Starting with
the tenth absence, students move to the second level, which limits the reasons for which parent notes may be
submitted and requires a doctor’s note for medical absences. The policy considers any absence that does not
follow the guidelines, including absences for medical reasons, to be unexcused.

Conversion absences

The 2012 bill introduced in the General Assembly also addressed conversion absences, specifying that five
tardies/early dismissals would convert to one absence, and that the absence would be classified as excused or
unexcused based on the classification of the tardies/early dismissals.?

B8 In addition to addressing parent notes, HB 3611 (2012) also defined unexcused absences, defined two classifications of truancy (habitually truant and chronically
truant), specified the conversion of five tardies/early dismissals to one absence, set and clarified the use of consequences for truant students and parents, and clarified
the definition of educational neglect.

5 In addition to addressing tardies/early dismissals, HB 3611 (2012) also defined unexcused absences, defined two classifications of truancy (habitually truant and
chronically truant), set a parent note policy, set and clarified the use of consequences for truant students and parents, and clarified the definition of educational
neglect.
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If the General Assembly were to address conversion absences in state law, the following questions might be
considered:

1. Should conversion absences be allowed/required?

2. How many tardies/early dismissals would equal one absence?

3. Should a limit be placed on the number of conversion absences assigned to a student?

4. Should conversion absences be factored into a student’s chronic absenteeism status?

5. Should conversion absences based on unexcused tardies or early dismissals be factored into a student’s
PTIP status?

A more uniform parent note policy and/or conversion absence policy in Tennessee would make the
classification of excused and unexcused absences more consistent across the state but would reduce the
flexibility of districts and schools to tailor such policies to fit local conditions.

TDOE may wish to begin calculating truancy rates for districts and
schools, taking into account local policy and practice variations.

TDOE already collects unexcused absence data by district, school, and student. This data is used primarily
for general attendance tracking purposes and for calculating chronic absenteeism rates. The state does not
calculate truancy rates by district and school, however.

Any future calculations of truancy rates should account for certain factors. First, there is no uniform definition
of “unexcused absence” used by all districts. What is considered an unexcused absence in one district may
have been excused in another with a parent note, for example. A second factor to consider is the number of
unexcused absences a student must accrue to be considered truant. Although “truancy” and “truant student”
are not defined in state law, five unexcused absences is used as a truancy-related threshold multiple times in
state law and could be used to calculate truancy rates. Five unexcused absences is the threshold specified in
state law at which schools must initiate the PTIP»

Truancy rates for each district and school that account for local policy and practice variations, such as parent
notes and conversion absences, would enable policymakers and researchers to track trends in truancy rates,
compare districts’ rates, identify promising initiatives, and verify the effectiveness of local policies and practices
designed to reduce truancy. In addition, such data would allow for a fuller evaluation of the PTIP.

Juvenile courts may wish to adopt a uniform definition of truancy
case and a more uniform method for tracking truancy cases and
actions taken.

Currently, a single truancy case in one court might include multiple truancy offénses. In another court,
however, the same number of truancy offenses might be recorded as multiple truancy cases (e.g., two truancy
offenses would be recorded as a single truancy case in one court, while two truancy offenses in another court
would be recorded as two truancy cases).

In addition to adopting a uniform definition of “truancy case,” a more uniform method for tracking the
number of court referrals received by each court, both overall and by student, and the actions taken by the
court (e.g., dismissal, warning, disciplinary action) might be adopted and used by the courts. OREA learned
through interviews that judges take a variety of actions in truancy cases, including fines, jail time for parents,
referral to counseling services, referral to DCS, among others.®

5The five unexcused absence threshold is also mentioned in law as when a student is adjudicated to be unruly and the parents fined or assigned community service.
BU See pages 38-39 for more information on survey respondents’ ratings of the effectiveness of these actions.
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Juvenile courts might also clarify the reason(s) for which a truancy case is dismissed. According to 7CA 49-
6-3009(i), a court shall dismiss a complaint or referral made by a school district if it is not accompanied by a
statement certifying that the school applied the PTIP but the interventions failed to meaningfully address the
student’s attendance. On the OREA survey of juvenile court judges, 63 percent of respondents indicated that
they require proof from the school district that all tiers have been completed before they will hear a truancy
case. Districts may, however, refer truancy cases to juvenile court before PTIP completion if parents refuse to
cooperate with the plan.

A uniform definition of “truancy case” used by all courts and a more uniform method for tracking truancy
cases and actions taken by the courts would bring more consistency to the truancy data from the state’s
juvenile courts and enable a fuller evaluation of the PTIP. Based in part on results from a 2019 survey of
juvenile court judges and court administrators, the Governor’s Juvenile Justice Reform Implementation
Council™ concluded there was a need for clear data collection expectations and improved technology within
the court system, including uniform definitions, collection parameters, and new case management systems.
This conclusion was consistent with a 2018 report from the AOC, DCS, and Tennessee Commission

on Children and Youth that concluded state officials are not receiving quality, uniform data concerning

the juvenile justice system because of inconsistent data and a lack of case management systems that can
electronically report current data to the AOC.

Schools districts may wish to share best practices for addressing
student attendance issues.

From school laundromats and clothes closets to prizes and competitions, school officials across Tennessee
have implemented a number of initiatives to address chronic absenteeism and truancy. Some methods that
have proven successful in one district may find similar success in another. For example, some school officials
indicated in their survey responses that they start students on the PTIP (or an alternate version of it) for
chronic absenteeism in addition to truancy. Other school districts may want to consider such an approach.

Another opportunity for school districts to share best practices concerns alternative attendance plans for
qualifying students. While the TDOE Attendance Manual contains guidelines for the use of alternative
attendance plans, some confusion still exists among school officials, with some unaware of the option and
others who may not be implementing it correctly. Proper implementation of this option for qualifying
students could lower the chronic absenteeism rate of schools and districts with a high number of such
students.

Groups such as the Tennessee Data and Attendance Supervisors Conference (TDASC) provide district and
school officials with opportunities for networking, collaboration, and sharing best practices for improving
student attendance.

B¥The Governor’s Juvenile Justice Reform Implementation Council was established in 2019 to assist in ensuring the successful implementation of the Juvenile Justice
Reform Act of 2018.

72



Endnotes

! State Board of Education, Chapter 0520-01-02-.17(5)(a), Revised Nov. 2020.

2 TCA 49-6-3001(c)(2)(B) and 3005(a)(1-5).

3 State Board of Education, Chapter 0520-01-02-.17, Revised Nov. 2020.

“Tennessee Department of Education, Student Membership and Attendance and Procedures Manual, 2020,
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/education/reports/331958 membership attendance manual.pdf (ac-
cessed Feb. 12, 2021).

> Hedy N. Chang, Lauren Bauer, and Vaughan Byrnes, Data Matters: Using Chronic Absence to Accelerate Ac-
tion for Student Success, Attendance Works, Sept. 2018.

¢ Lauren Bauer, Patrick Liu, Diane Whitmore Schanzenbach, and Jay Shambaugh, 7he Hamilton Project: Re-
ducing Chronic Absenteeism under the Every Student Succeeds Act, Brookings, April 2018.

7 TCA 49-6-3004.

8 Hedy N. Chang, Lauren Bauer, and Vaughan Byrnes, Data Matters: Using Chronic Absence to Accelerate Ac-
tion for Student Success, Attendance Works, Sept. 2018.

? TCA 49-2-115(a).

""Tennessee Department of Human Services, Chapter 1240-01-47-.15, Revised Dec. 2016.

""Tennessee Department of Human Services, Chapter 1240-01-47-.15(2-3), Revised Dec. 2016.

12 U.S. Department of Education, “Chronic Absenteeism in the Nation’s Schools,” https://www2.ed.gov/
datastory/chronicabsenteeism.html (accessed Dec. 9, 2020).

B Ibid.

1 TCA 49-6-3017.

15 TCA 49-6-3008.

16 TCA 49-6-3007(e)(4)(B).

7 TCA 49-6-3009(d)(1)(C).

18 TCA 49-6-3009(d)(3).

1 TCA 49-6-3009(g).

20 TCA 49-6-3009(a); TCA 40-35-111(e)(3).

2L TCA 37-1-156(a)(1); TCA 40-35-111(e)(1).

73


https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/education/reports/331958_membership_attendance_manual.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/datastory/chronicabsenteeism.html
https://www2.ed.gov/datastory/chronicabsenteeism.html

Appendix A: Methodology

During the summer and fall of 2019, OREA conducted a total of 52 interviews with individuals with roles
relative to student attendance. OREA met with representatives from 27 school districts, six juvenile courts,
two nonprofit agencies, and nine state agencies to gain insight about student attendance in Tennessee. Inter-
views were conducted over the phone, through email, or in person.

Exhibit 1: Interviews conducted by OREA

State agencies Juvenile Courts

Dept. of Children’s Services Davidson County

Dept. of Education Hamilton County

Dept. of Mental Health and Substance Abuse Henry County

Dept. of Safety and Homeland Security Jackson-Madison County
Administrative Office of the Courts Montgomery County
State Board of Education Shelby County
Tennessee Commission on Children and Youth

Other agencies

Communities in Schools

International Association for Truancy and Dropout Prevention

Tennessee Data and Attendance Supervisors Conference

Tennessee Organization of School Superintendents

Tennessee School Boards Association

Surveys

In December of 2019, OREA distributed online surveys to every district attendance supervisor and public
school principal in Tennessee. Additionally, OREA distributed an online survey to every juvenile court judge
in Tennessee.

Survey of attendance supervisors

On OREA’s December 2019 survey of attendance supervisors, the original 169 respondents were first asked
to verify their role of attendance supervisor, and any respondent who selected “no” was disqualified from the
survey. From that point, analysts filtered out incomplete surveys, using the end of the section on the Progres-
sive Truancy Intervention Plan to be the cutoff point. If respondents answered questions through that section,
the survey was included in the final data set, even if they stopped answering questions before the end of the
survey. Using this guideline, the final data set included responses from 102 attendance supervisors, each repre-
senting a unique district.

The districts that participated in OREA’s survey of attendance supervisors are spread almost evenly across the
state with 28 representing a West Tennessee district, 38 from Middle Tennessee, and 36 from East Tennessee.
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Exhibit 2: Attendance supervisor survey respondents by Tennessee Grand Division (n=102)

35%

B East
H Middle
B West

37%

Source: OREA survey of attendance supervisors, December 2019.

Survey of principals

On OREA’s survey of principals, the original 768 respondents were first asked to verify their role of principal,
and any person who selected “no” was disqualified from the survey. As with the attendance supervisors, ana-
lysts filtered out incomplete surveys, using the end of the section on the progressive truancy intervention plan
as the cutoff point. If respondents answered questions through that section, the survey was included in the
final data set, even if they stopped answering questions later in the survey. Using this guideline, the final data
set included 545 usable responses to the survey of Tennessee principals.

The final 545 surveys included 232 principals from East Tennessee (43 percent), 220 from Middle Tennessee
(40 percent), and 87 from West Tennessee (16 percent). Six principals (1 percent) did not indicate their LEA
and could not be sorted by Grand Division.

Exhibit 3: Principal survey respondents by Tennessee Grand Division (n=545)

1%

40%
m East
43% g Middle
m West
Unknown

. 16%

Source: OREA survey of principals, December 2019.

In total, 130 school districts participated in the attendance study through the survey, interviews, or both.
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Exhibit 4: District participants in OREA attendance study

District Attendance supervisors Principals Interviews

o
o

Alamo City
Alcoa City
Alvin C. York Institute

Anderson County

Arlington City
Athens City
Bartlett City
Bedford County
Bells City

Benton County

Bledsoe County
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Blount County
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Bradley County
Bristol City

Campbell County

Cannon County

Carroll County

Cheatham County

Chester County

Claiborne County

Cleveland City
Clinton City

Cocke County

Coffee County

Collierville City

Crockett County

Cumberland County

Davidson County

Decatur County
DeKalb County

Dickson County

Dyer County

Dyersburg City
Elizabethton City

Fayette County

Fentress County

Franklin County
Franklin SSD
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District Attendance supervisors Principals Interviews
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Germantown City
Gibson County SSD
Giles County

Grainger County

Greene County

Greeneville City

Grundy County

Hamblen County

Hamilton County

Hancock County

Hardeman County
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Hardin County

EN
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Hawkins County

Haywood County

Henderson County

Henry County

Hickman County

Houston County
Humboldt City
Humphreys County

Jackson County
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Jackson-Madison County
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Jefferson County

Johnson City

Johnson County
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Kingston City

w
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Knox County

Lake County
Lakeland City

Lauderdale County

Lawrence County
Lebanon SSD

Lenoir City

Lexington City

Loudon County

Macon County

Manchester City
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Marion County
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District Attendance supervisors Principals Interviews
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Marshall County

Maryville City

Maury County

McMinn County

McNairy County

Meigs County
Milan SSD
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Monroe County
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Montgomery County

Moore County

w | W

Morgan County

-
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Murfreesboro City

Newport City

Not selected
Oak Ridge City
Obion County
Oneida SSD
Overton County
Paris SSD

Perry County
Pickett County
Polk County

Putnam County

Rhea County
Richard City

Roane County
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Robertson County

Rogersville City
Rutherford County
Scott County

25

Sequatchie County

Sevier County 19
Shelby County
Smith County
South Carroll SSD

Stewart County

-
o

Sullivan County
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Sumner County
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District Attendance supervisors Principals Interviews

Sweetwater City 0 1 0
TN School for the Deaf 1 1 0
Tipton County 1 8 1
Trenton SSD 1 2 0
Tullahoma City 1 1 0
Unicoi County 0 5 0
Union County 1 8 0
Van Buren County 1 0 0
Warren County 1 6 0
Washington County 0 4 0
Wayne County 0 7 0
Weakley County 1 1 1
West Carroll SSD 0 2 0
West TN School for the Deaf 0 1 0
White County 1 0 0
Williamson County 1 6 0
Wilson County 1 8 0

Total 102 545 33

Survey of juvenile court judges

(=]

In February of 2020, OREA distributed surveys to each of Tennessee’s juvenile court judges with the help of
the Administrative Office of the Courts. Fifty-two judges started the survey, and those whose courts do not
handle truancy cases were disqualified, leaving 43 usable responses.
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Appendix B: Chronically Out of School Indicator

The Chronically Out of School Indicator accounts for 10 percent of a school’s overall score on the State Re-

port Card.

Exhibit 1: Indicators for annual Tennessee school report cards

High
K-8 Schools 9
59, Schools
10%
10%
10%
30%
10%
45%
35% 20%
25%
B Achievement B Chronically Out of School = Achievement - Growth
= Growth ELPA B Ready Graduate Chronically Out of School
m ELPA Graduate rate

Source: Tennessee Department of Education.

Within each indicator of the report card, the performance of student groups is considered as well as the overall
school population. Certain student subgroups (Black, Hispanic, or Native American students, economically
disadvantaged students, English learners, and students with disabilities) are weighted at 40 percent, while the
full population (all students) makes up the other 60 percent of the rating. Scores are determined by how well a
school performed during that particular school year as well as any improvements shown from the previous year.

Exhibit 2: Weight of student groups in each indicator of the state report card

40%

60%

m Full student population ~ m Student groups

Source: Tennessee Department of Education.

The Chronically Out of School Indicator measures how many students who were chronically absent in the
previous year are not chronically absent in the current school year. Schools receive the most points for the
highest number of improved or resolved cases of chronically absent students. The numeric score is based on
how the school compares with other schools across the state, as shown in Exhibit 3.
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Exhibit 3: Calculation of the chronically out of school indicator by measure

Absolute performance
pathway

# of points

received

AMO target
(Schools and districts)

Value-added goal
(Districts only)

(Schools and districts)

4 CA rate is greater than or
equal to 8%

CA rate less than or equal to
the double AMO target

Percent of students CA in prior
year and not CAin current
year is in top quintile of
statewide performance

and less than or equal to 25%

confidence interval of the CA
rate decreases compared to

the previous year but fails to

meet the AMO target

3 CArate is greater than 8% CA rate less than or equal to Percent of students CA in prior
and less than or equal to AMO target but greater than year and not CA in current
11.5% the double AMO target year is in fourth quintile of
statewide performance
2 CArate is greater than 11.5% | Lower bound of the Percent of students CA in prior
and less than or equal to confidence interval of the CA | year and not CA in current
16.5% rate decreases compared to year is in third quintile of
the previous year but fails to statewide performance
meet the AMO target
1 CArate is greater than 16.5% | Lower bound of the Percent of students CA in prior

year and not CAin current
year is in second quintile of
statewide performance

o CArate is greater than 25%

Lower bound of the
confidence interval of the CA
rate is greater than or equal to
the prior year’s CA rate

Percent of students CA in prior
year and not CA in current
year is in bottom quintile of
statewide performance

Source: Tennessee Department of Education.
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Appendix C: Chronic absenteeism of student

subgroups

Exhibit 1: Chronic absenteeism of student subgroups, average by year | 2017 through 2019

Percentage
of all
students in
TN

Percentage
of all CA
students in
TN

Average Average not
! > Average total
chronically chronically
enrollment
absent per absent per
per year
year year

E_conomlcally 72.068 272,924 344,992
disadvantaged
Black/Hispanic 51,241 286,396 337,637
Students
Students with 23,550 104,859 128,409
disabilities
English 5,817 56,170 61,988
learners

Note: The combined numbers of Black and Hispanic students are used in accountability measures by TDOE along with Native American students (not shown here).

Source: OREA analysis of TDOE data.
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Appendix D: Communities in Schools

Exhibit 1: Communities in Schools 2020-21 Partner Schools

CIS Memphis CIS Nashville

Belle Forrest ES Kirby MS Riverview K-8 Amqui ES Ida B. Wells ES Tom Joy ES
Southern Avenue Warner Arts
Dunbar ES Melrose HS Charter Apollo MS J. T. Moore MS Magnet ES
. . . Southwest TN
Georgian Hills | Memphis College Community Bellevue MS KIPP Aca_demy Whites Creek HS
ES Prep Nashville
College
Hamilton HS MLK Prep Trezevant HS Belishire Design | KIPP Nashville
Center College Prep
Humes .
Preparatory Oakhaven HS Westside MS Cumberland ES KIPP Nashwlle
Collegiate HS
Academy MS
Journey Hanley Promise .
ES Academy ES Wooddale MS Glengarry ES | Paragon Mills ES
KIPP Memphis Raleigh-Egypt Goodlettsville
Academy Hs Wooddale HS MS Shwab ES

Source: Communities in Schools-Tennessee and Communities in Schools-Memphis.
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Appendix E: Driver license suspensions by county

Exhibit 1: Implementation of TCA 49-6-3017 by county

County 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 County 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
Anderson 53 103 133 Lauderdale 0 0 1
Bedford 9 18 1 Lawrence 0 1 2
Benton 1 1 0 Lewis 0 0 0
Bledsoe 0 0 1 Lincoln 40 1 1
Blount 88 72 162 Loudon 37 47 27
Bradley 3 3 0 Macon 2 4
Campbell 12 114 34 Madison 154 172 177
Cannon 0 3 0 Marion 1 12
Carroll 1 2 2 Marshall 2 4
Carter 7 6 1 Maury 7 99 72
Cheatham 1 1 0 McMinn 9 48 17
Chester 2 2 1 McNairy 0 0 0
Claiborne 15 38 22 Meigs 0 & 0
Clay 0 0 0 Monroe 4 3 2
Cocke 19 36 41 Montgomery 21 5 5
Coffee 67 31 47 Moore 2 2 1
Crockett 1 0 0 Morgan 1 1 4
Cumberland 4 3 0 Obion 3 53 33
Davidson 40 28 24 Overton 0 2 1
Decatur 0 1 0 Perry 0 4 6
DeKalb 3 1 0 Pickett 0 0 0
Dickson 32 14 1 Polk 0 0 3
Dyer 2 3 2 Putnam 9 16 8
Fayette 23 10 0 Rhea 0 1 0
Fentress 0 0 1 Roane 7 9 8
Franklin 26 11 9 Robertson 29 13 44
Gibson 21 12 13 Rutherford 184 183 161
Giles 2 2 1 Scott 2 5 1
Grainger 1 1 0 Sequatchie 5 12 17
Greene 40 30 22 Sevier 6 12 6
Grundy 1 1 0 Shelby 313 64
Hamblen 20 26 17 Smith 2 3 2
Hamilton 55 64 13 Stewart 7 6 11
Hancock 0 0 Sullivan 173 209 152
Hardeman 2 1 1 Sumner 7 8 10
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201617 2017-18 2018-19 County 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19

Hardin 0 0 0 Tipton 9 20 4
Hawkins 75 70 64 Trousdale 3 0 0
Haywood 0 0 1 Unicoi 2 & 0
Henderson 3 0 2 Union 3 5 1
Henry 12 17 10 Van Buren 1 1 0
Hickman 6 2 0 Warren 33 44 43
Houston 7 2 1 Washington 96 70 44
Humphreys 1 0 3 Wayne 0 0 0
Jackson 0 0 1 Weakley 13 25 0
Jefferson 7 4 1 White 2 0 2
Johnson 5 1 0 Williamson 84 54 86
Knox 473 366 267 Wilson 92 43 64
Lake 0 2 1

Source: Tennessee Department of Safety.
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